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City of Calistoga—Calistoga Hills Resort Project
Initial Study/Addendum Introduction

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

This Addendum, checklist, and attached supporting documents have been prepared to determine
whether and to what extent the Enchanted Resorts Project Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)
(State Clearinghouse No. 2010082028) prepared for the City of Calistoga addresses the potential
impacts of the proposed Calistoga Hills Resort Project (Proposed Project), or whether additional
documentation is required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources
Code, Section 21000, et seq.).

1.1 - Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21166, and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15164,
subd. (a), the attached initial study/checklist has been prepared to evaluate the Proposed Project.
The attached initial study/checklist uses the standard environmental checklist categories provided in
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, but provides answer columns for evaluation consistent with the
considerations listed under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, subd. (a).

1.2 - Environmental Analysis and Conclusions

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subd. (a) provides that the lead agency or a responsible agency shall
prepare an addendum to a previously certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) if some changes or
additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 calling
for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15164, subd. (a)).

An addendum need not be circulated for public review but can be included in or attached to the
Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subd. (c)). The decision-making body shall consider the
addendum with the FEIR prior to making a decision on the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15164,
subd. (d)). An agency must also include a brief explanation of the decision not to prepare a
subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 (CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, subd. (e)).

Consequently, once an EIR has been certified for a project, no subsequent EIR is required under
CEQA unless, based on substantial evidence:

1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the
previous EIR . . . due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; *

2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR . . . due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects; or

! CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 defines “significant effect on the environment” as “ . . . a substantial, or potentially substantial

adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora,
fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance . . .” (see also Public Resources Code, Section 21068).

FirstCarbon Solutions 1
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Introduction Initial Study/Addendum

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified
as complete. . . shows any of the following:

a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or
ND or negative declaration;

b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in
the previous EIR;

c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project,
but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

d. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects
on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation
measure or alternative (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15162, subd. (a); see also Pub.
Resources Code, Section 21166).

This addendum, checklist, and attached documents? constitute substantial evidence supporting the
conclusion that preparation of a supplemental or subsequent EIR is not required prior to approval by
responsible and trustee agencies, and provides the required documentation under CEQA.

1.2.1 - Findings

There are no substantial changes proposed by the Calistoga Hills Resort Project or in the
circumstances in which the Resort project will be undertaken that require major revisions of the
Enchanted Resorts Project Final Environmental Impact Report. The proposed revisions do not
require preparation of a new subsequent or supplemental EIR, because there is neither the
involvement of new significant environmental effects nor is there a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects. As illustrated herein, the Resort project is
consistent with the previous EIR, and would involve only minor changes; therefore, an Addendum is
appropriate CEQA compliance for the Proposed Project.

1.2.2 - Conclusions

The City of Calistoga may approve the Proposed Project based on this Addendum. The impacts of
the Proposed Project remain the same or less severe than the impacts previously analyzed in the
Enchanted Resorts Project EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15164).

> Includes Addendum to Forest Management Plan, Revisions to Hydrology Analysis Memorandum, and Preliminary Storm Water

Control Plan

2 FirstCarbon Solutions
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City of Calistoga—Calistoga Hills Resort Project
Initial Study/Addendum Introduction

1.3 - Mitigation Monitoring Program

As required by Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, subd. (a)(1), a mitigation monitoring and
reporting program was prepared for the project in 2012 to monitor the implementation of the
mitigation measures that have been adopted for the project. Any long-term monitoring of
mitigation measures imposed on the overall development will continue to be implemented through
the 2012 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

FirstCarbon Solutions 3
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City of Calistoga—Calistoga Hills Resort Project
Initial Study/Addendum Project Description

SECTION 2: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 - Location and Setting

2.1.1 - Location

The overall Calistoga Hills Resort project (“Resort project”) site is located in the City of Calistoga,
Napa County, California (Exhibit 1). The Resort project site is located at 411 Foothill Boulevard and
consists of approximately 100.32 acres bounded by forested residential land on the west, Foothill
Boulevard (designated as State Routes 29 and 128 [SR-29/128]) on the north, forested residential
land on the east, and vineyards and forest land to the south (Exhibit 2). The Resort project site is
located on the Calistoga, California, United States Geological Survey 7.5-minute topographic
guadrangle map, Township 8 North, Ranges 6 and 7 West, Rancho Carne Humana (Latitude
38°34'23” North; Longitude 122°34’25” West).

2.1.2 - Environmental Setting

The 100.3-acre project site contains forested lands on sloping topography. The northern portion of
the Resort project site consists of steeply sloping terrain, while the central and southern portions of
the site, which contains the 12.32 acres that are the subject of this addendum, contain moderately
sloping and flat relief. Elevation ranges from 350 feet above mean sea level along Foothill Boulevard,
to 770 feet above mean sea level in the western portion of the Resort project site.

Vegetation consists of northern mixed evergreen forest, upland redwood forest, and ruderal areas.
The primary plant community is mature, northern mixed evergreen forest with a closed canopy of
approximately 80 percent cover. The dominant species observed include Douglas fir, Pacific
madrone, coast live oak, and California bay laurel.

2.1.3 - General Plan and Zoning

The Resort project site is designated by the City of Calistoga General Plan as “Rural Residential
Hillside” with a “Calistoga Hills Planned Development Overlay” and is zoned “Enchanted Resort and
Spa Planned Development District” (PD 2010-01) by the Calistoga Zoning Ordinance.

2.2 - Project Background

2.2.1 - Calistoga Hills Resort Project

The Calistoga City Council approved the Calistoga Hills Resort Project (then known as the Enchanted
Resorts Project) in 2012 and certified an associated Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) (SCH No.
2010082028). The Resort project consists of 110 resort hotel units, 20 residence club units, and 13
custom residences on 88 acres. The resort will include a spa, fitness center, yoga studio, swimming
pools, a lounge, bocce courts, dining rooms, wine caves, ballroom, lobby, reception area, kitchen, and
offices. Additionally, a stand-alone back-of-house building and a cart shed were approved near the
resort buildings. Vehicular access will be taken from Foothill Boulevard. An emergency vehicle access
road will provide secondary access to the Resort project from Foothill Boulevard.

FirstCarbon Solutions 5
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City of Calistoga—Calistoga Hills Resort Project
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2.3 - Project Characteristics

2.3.1 - Project Summary

Subsequent to the Resort project’s approval in 2012, the applicant acquired a 12.32 acre portion of
the neighboring DeGuarda property and incorporated this area into the Resort project property
through a lot line adjustment approved by the City. The previously approved emergency vehicle
access road crosses this property.

The applicant proposes to relocate a number of accessory facilities and uses that were approved in
the southern and western areas of the Resort project to approximately 3.4 acres of the 12.32 acres
(“Proposed Project”). The relocated accessory facilities and uses are shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Project Summary

Square
Amenity/Use Feet Characteristics Status
Recreational Facilities Spa (pool and terrace), fitness center, yoga studio, main
swimming pool (and terrace), family pool (and terrace), kids
13,115 Unch d
! pool, Residence Club lounge, Residence Club pool (and nchange
terrace), bocce courts, fire pits, and observation deck
Food and Beverage 8215 AII-daY dining, bar, private dining, pool lounge, lounge, Unchanged
reception, and restrooms
Wine Caves 12,000 Two caves used for wine tasting, storage, and small-scale Relocated
events
Arrival/R i P h ibul ion |
rrl.v.a./ eception 600 orte Cochere, entry vestibule, reception lobby, baggage Unchanged
Facilities storage, and restrooms
Retail 800 | Gift shop Unchanged
Front Desk 1844 Regls'tratlon/cashler, front offices, safety deposit boxes, Unchanged
concierge desk, and lobby
Functional Areas 3,800 Ballroom, exterior function terrace, and meeting rooms Unchanged
Functional Support 5,770 Pre-function areas, coat room, business center, catering Unchanged
space, restrooms, and storage
Offices 2,651 Executive, general, and accounting offices Relocated
Food Service 7588 Kitchen, wash, snack shack, room service, storage, and Unchanged
restrooms
Housekeeping/Laundry = 2,438 Laundry, storage, and offices Relocated
Engineering 2,250 Shop, storage, and offices Relocated
Employee Facilities 2,475 Cafeteria, training room, changing rooms, and restrooms Relocated
Recelvm.g and 3,969 Truck doors, compactor, recycling, storage, and offices Relocated
Purchasing
Miscellaneous 15,805 Mechanical/electrical facilities, guest parking, golf cart storage Relocated

and charging, and landscape maintenance storage

6 FirstCarbon Solutions
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City of Calistoga—Calistoga Hills Resort Project
Initial Study/Addendum Project Description

Exhibit 3a depicts the relocated facilities. Exhibit 3b depicts the grading and drainage plan. Other
facilities that would be located in the Proposed Project area include three water tanks ranging from
16 to 24 feet in height that would be upgraded with additional capacity for adjacent structures
located in the county to be serviced in case of an emergency. Guest and employee parking would be
relocated Exhibit 4 depicts the change in disturbance associated with the relocation.

2.4 - Discretionary Approvals

The Proposed Project would require the following discretionary approvals from the City of Calistoga:

FEIR Addendum Adoption
Vesting Tentative Map Amendment
Administrative Use Permit

Tree Removal Permit

Subsequent ministerial actions would be required for the implementation of the Proposed Project,
including issuance of grading and building permits.

FirstCarbon Solutions 7
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Resort

13 Private Home Sites

36 Cottages
featuring 110 Hotel Units

20 Residence Club Homes

Project Entry

12.32 acres added
to the project site

Source: SB Architects, January 2014.
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Exhibit 3a
Proposed Changes to Project
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Source: BKF Engineers / Surveyors / Planners, August 2018.

Exhibit 3b
Grading and Drainage Plan
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City of Calistoga—Calistoga Hills Resort Project
Initial Study/Addendum CEQA Checklist

SECTION 3: CEQA CHECKLIST

The purpose of the CEQA checklist is to evaluate the categories in terms of any changed condition
(e.g., changed circumstances, project changes, or new information of substantial importance) that
may result in a changed environmental result (e.g., a new significant impact or substantial increase in
the severity of a previously identified significant effect) (CEQA Guidelines Section 15162).

The questions posed in the checklist come from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. A “no” answer
does not necessarily mean that there are no potential impacts relative to the environmental
category, but that there is no change in the condition or status of the impact since it was analyzed
and addressed with mitigation measures in the EIR. These environmental categories might be
answered with a “no” in the checklist, since the Proposed Project does not introduce changes that
would result in a modification to the conclusion of the previously approved CEQA document.

This addendum addresses the conclusions of the Enchanted Resorts Project Environmental Impact
Report.

3.1 - Explanation of Checklist Evaluation Categories

(1) Conclusion in the Final EIR and Related Documents
This column summarizes the conclusion of the Final EIR relative to the environmental issue
listed under each topic.

(2) Do the Proposed Changes Involve New or a Substantial Increase in the Severity of Impacts?
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, subd. (a)(1), this column indicates whether the
changes represented by the revised Project will result in new significant environmental
impacts not previously identified or mitigated by the Final EIR, or whether the changes will
result in a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant impact.

(3) New Circumstances Involving New or a Substantial Increase in the Severity of Impacts?
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, subd. (a)(2), this column indicates whether
there have been substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the
Project is undertaken that will require major revisions to the Final EIR due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects.

(4) New Information Requiring New Analysis or Verification?
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, subd. (a)(3)(A-D), this column indicates
whether new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the Final EIR was
certified, shows any of the following:

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR;

FirstCarbon Solutions 19
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City of Calistoga—Calistoga Hills Resort Project

CEQA Checklist Initial Study/Addendum

(5)

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in
the previous Final EIR;

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be
feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project,
but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those analyzed
in the previous Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on
the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative.

If the additional analysis completed as part of this environmental review were to find that
the conclusions of the Final EIR remain the same and no new significant impacts are
identified, or identified impacts are not found to be substantially more severe, or additional
mitigation is not necessary, then the question would be answered “no” and no additional
environmental document would be required.

Mitigation Measures Adopted to Address Impacts

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, subd. (a)(3), this column indicates whether the
FEIR provides mitigation measures to address effects in the related impact category. Any
previously adopted mitigation measures will be identified. The response will also address
proposed revisions to previously adopted mitigation measures. These mitigation measures
will be implemented with the construction of the project, as applicable. If “NA” is
indicated, this Addendum has concluded that the impact either does not occur with this
Proposed Project or is not significant, and therefore no additional mitigation measures are
needed.

3.2 - Discussion and Mitigation Sections

(1)

(2)

(3)

Discussion

A discussion of the elements of the checklist is provided under each environmental
category in order to clarify the answers. The discussion provides information about the
particular environmental issue, how the project relates to the issue, and the status of any
mitigation that may be required or that has already been implemented.

Mitigation Measures
Applicable mitigation measures from the EIR that apply to the project are listed under each
environmental category.

Conclusions
A discussion of the conclusion relating to the analysis is contained in each section.

20
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City of Calistoga—Calistoga Hills Resort Project

Initial Study/Addendum CEQA Checklist
New
Do the Proposed = Circumstances New Information
Changes Involve ' Involving New or = Requiring New Mitigation
Environmental Issue Conclusion in New or More More Severe Analysis or Measures
Area the Final EIR | Severe Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Adopted

I. Aesthetics, Light, and Glare
Would the project:

a) Have a substantial Less than No No No MMs AFR-2a,
adverse effecton a significant AFR-2b, AFR-
scenic vista? impact after 2¢, AFR-2d,

mitigation AFR-2e, AFR-
2f, and AFR-2g

b) Substantially damage  Less than No No No N/A
scenic resources, significant
including, but not impact
limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and
historic buildings
within a state scenic
highway?

c) Substantially degrade Less than No No No MMs AFR-2a,
the existing visual significant AFR-2b, AFR-
character or quality of impact after 2c, AFR-2d,
the site and its mitigation AFR-2e, AFR-
surroundings? 2f, and AFR-2g

d) Create a new source  Lessthan No No No MM AES-4
of substantial light or  significant
glare which would impact after
adversely affect day mitigation
or nighttime views in
the area?

Discussion
a) The FEIR concluded that structures would be screened by vegetation, and rooflines would be

below the existing forest canopy. In addition, only small, discrete portions of the Resort
project would be visible while most of the Resort project would be screened from view by the
forest, which would be consistent with the General Plan’s intent of protecting the visual
qualities of hillsides and preventing the visibility of new hillside development. The FEIR notes
that removal of 8,185 trees that are 8 inches or greater in diameter as measured at breast height
could have significant visual impacts. However, Mitigation Measures AFR-2a through AFR-2g
(see following section) would minimize visual impacts to scenic vistas and reduce impacts to a
less than significant level.

The Proposed Project would relocate accessory facilities and uses to the 12.32 acres
incorporated into the Resort project site. The relocation would not increase the development

FirstCarbon Solutions
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b)

c)

potential of the Resort project or increase building massing or heights. Exhibits 5a, 5b, and 5c
depict the Proposed Project. As shown in the exhibits, the Proposed Project would not be
visible from any parts of Calistoga because they would be screened by vegetation. Consistent
with the FEIR, the Proposed Project would be required to implement Mitigation Measures AFR-
2a through AFR-2g that would minimize visual impacts to scenic vistas. With implementation
of Mitigation Measures AFR-2a through AFR-2g, impacts would be reduced to a level of less
than significant. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

As described in the FEIR, SR-29 is an “Eligible” State Scenic Highway within the City of Calistoga,
and the City of Calistoga General Plan designates SR-29/128 as a scenic corridor. The FEIR
notes that views of the Project site from SR-29/128 largely consist of the access road, the
hedge along the property line with the state right-of-way, and forested hillside. Two
dilapidated structures have been removed that were located behind the hedge and are
partially visible from the roadway. The FEIR concludes that the improvements associated with
the Resort project would be considered aesthetically beneficial in terms of improving the
viewshed from SR-29/128 because the buildings would be removed.

The residential and resort hotel structures would be located within the interior of the Resort
project site and screened from view by the forest. As such, the structures would be out of view
from the roadway. Therefore, the Resort project would not significantly impact scenic
resources within a state scenic highway. Impacts would be less than significant.

The Proposed Project would be located in proximity to SR-29/128, however, it would not be
visible from the road due to the significant difference in elevation as well as thick stands of
intervening trees that would screen the site. As such, all structures would be out of view from
the roadway. As shown in Exhibits 5a, 5b, and 5c, the Proposed Project would not be visible
from any parts of Calistoga because they would be screened by vegetation. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would not introduce new environmental impacts nor would it substantially
increase the severity of environmental impacts as analyzed in the 2012 EIR. No additional
analysis is required.

The FEIR concluded that the Resort project’s density would be in accordance within General
Plan requirements. In addition, the Resort project would follow design guidelines as set forth
in the Enchanted Resorts Design Guidelines. Moreover, the Planned Development District
establishes that an Architectural Review Committee shall review project plans in accordance
with the Design Guidelines, although such ministerial review may be conducted by the City of
Calistoga Building and Planning Department.

As discussed in the FEIR, structures would largely be screened by vegetation, and rooflines would
be below the existing forest canopy. Furthermore, the residential and resort structures would be
set back towards the rear of the Resort project site and would not be located near SR-29/128.
These project design characteristics would minimize the visual impact of the Resort project. As
shown in FEIR Exhibit 3.1-2, only small portions of the Resort project would be visible such as
rooftops, and most of the Resort project would be screened from view by the forest. Thus, the
Resort project would be consistent with the various General Plan objectives and policies that
concern preserving the natural scenic beauty and the small-town character of Calistoga.
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Existing (No Project) Existing (With Project) - Not visible; screened by trees.

Existing (With Project — Structure Outline) - If project was hypothetically
visible.

Exhibit 5a
Visual Simulation - Lincoln Avenue / Stevenson Street
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Existing (No Project)

Existing (With Project) - Not visible; screened by trees.

Existing (With Project — Structure Outline) - If project was hypothetically
visible.

Exhibit 5b

Visual Simulation — Lincoln Avenue / Washington Street
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Existing (No Project)

Existing (With Project) - Not visible; screened by trees.

Existing (With Project — Structure Outline) - If project was hypothetically
visible.

Exhibit 5¢

Visual Simulation — Silverado Trail / Pickett Road
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d)

The FEIR notes that removal of 8,185 trees that are 8-inches or greater in diameter as measured
at breast height could have significant impacts to the visual character of the Resort project site
and its surroundings. However, Mitigation Measures AFR-2a through AFR-2g would ensure
that tree removal activities are implemented in a manner that minimizes impacts to visual
character to the maximum extent feasible and reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

The Proposed Project would not increase the number of buildings, building massing, or height
compared with the Resort project as analyzed in the FEIR. As shown in Exhibits 5a, 5b, and 5c,
the Proposed Project would not be visible from any parts of Calistoga because they would be
screened by vegetation. In addition, the Proposed Project would adhere to all the objectives,
policies, and guidelines as described in the FEIR for the Resort project. Consistent with the
FEIR, adherence to these measures would minimize the visual impact of the Proposed Project.

While additional site disturbance would occur as a result of the Proposed Project, it would not
result in substantially greater timber harvesting or grading activities as compared to the Resort
project analyzed in the FEIR. Consistent with the FEIR, the Proposed Project would be required
to implement Mitigation Measures AFR-2a through AFR-2g that would minimize visual impacts
to visual character. With implementation of Mitigation Measures AFR-2a through AFR-2g,
impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant. As such, the conclusions from the
FEIR remain unchanged.

The FEIR found that development of the Resort project could include exterior nighttime
lighting that could affect nighttime views in the surrounding areas, which could result in
potentially significant impacts. To address potentially significant impacts, the Resort project
would be required to implement Mitigation Measure AES-4, which would ensure that visual
impacts related to light and glare would be reduced to a less than significant level.

The parking lot would include freestanding lighting and parked cars that could introduce glare
during the day. However, the amount of light and glare introduced by development of the
parking lot in its new location would not be substantially more than the amount of glare that
was analyzed in the FEIR. Consistent with the FEIR, the Proposed Project would be required to
implement Mitigation Measure AES-4. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-4,
the Proposed Project would not introduce new environmental impacts or create more severe
environmental impacts than those analyzed in the FEIR. No additional analysis is required.

Mitigation Measures

Implement MMs AFR-2a, AFR-2b, AFR-2c, AFR-2d, AFR-2e, AFR-2f, and AFR-2g, and;

MM AES-4 Prior to issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall submit a photometric

plan to the City of Calistoga for review and approval. The photometric plan shall
identify types of exterior lighting fixtures and their locations on the project site. All
light fixtures shall be fully shielded or employ full cutoff fixtures to prevent unwanted
illumination of neighboring properties and substantial changes to ambient nighttime
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lighting. The photometric plan shall demonstrate that all exterior lighting fixtures shall
not exceed 1.8 foot-candles of light as measured at the nearest property line.

Conclusion

The conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the
Proposed Project.
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CEQA Checklist

b)

d)

Conclusion in
the Final EIR

Environmental Issue
Area

. Agricultural and Forest Resources

Would the project:

Convert Prime
Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or
Farmland of
Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown
on the maps prepared
pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring
Program of the
California Resources
Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

No impact

Conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural
use, or a Williamson
Act contract?

No impact

Conflict with existing | No impact
zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest
land (as defined in
Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)),
timberland (as
defined by Public
Resources Code
section 4526), or
timberland zoned
Timberland
Production (as
defined by
Government Code
section 51104(g))?

Less than
significant
with
mitigation
incorporated

Result in the loss of
forest land or
conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

Do the Proposed
Changes Involve
New or More
Severe Impacts?

No

No

No

No

New
Circumstances

Involving New or

More Severe
Impacts?

No

No

No

No

New Information

Requiring New
Analysis or
Verification?

No

No

No

No

Mitigation
Measures
Adopted

N/A

N/A

N/A

MMs AFR-2a,
AFR-2b, AFR-
2c, AFR-2d,
AFR-2e, AFR-
2f, and AFR-
2g
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New
Do the Proposed = Circumstances New Information
Changes Involve ' Involving New or = Requiring New Mitigation
Environmental Issue Conclusion in New or More More Severe Analysis or Measures
Area the Final EIR | Severe Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Adopted
e) Involve other changes | No impact No No No N/A

in the existing
environment which,
due to their location or
nature, could result in
conversion of
Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or
conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

Discussion

The analysis in this section is supported by the Addendum to Calistoga Hills Forest Management
Plan. This document is provided in Appendix A.

a)

b)

As described in the FEIR, the Resort project site is mapped as containing “Other Land” by the
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. “Other
Land” does not fall within the “Important Farmland” umbrella. Therefore, the Proposed Project
would not convert Important Farmland to non-agricultural use. No impacts would occur.

The Proposed Project would relocate back of house facilities, cart shed, and guest parking to
the 12.32-acres incorporated into the Resort project site. The additional acreage is mapped as
“Other Land” by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. “Other Land” does not fall
within the “Important Farmland” umbrella. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain
unchanged.

The FEIR noted the Resort project site is not used for agricultural purposes and, therefore, is
not eligible for a Williamson Act contract. This condition precludes the possibility of conflicts
with a Williamson Act contract. No impacts would occur.

The acreage within the Proposed Project is currently zoned “Rural Residential —Hillside” by the
Calistoga Zoning Ordinance, which allows light agricultural uses. However, the site is not
currently used for such purposes. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

The FEIR noted that the Resort project site was rezoned from “Rural Residential —Hillside” to a
Planned Development District, which has occurred as part of the project approval.

The additional incorporated acreage is currently zoned “Rural Residential—Hillside” by the
Calistoga Zoning Ordinance, a non-forest land zoning designation. As such, the conclusions
from the FEIR remain unchanged.

32

FirstCarbon Solutions
Y:\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\3808\38080002\Addendum\38080002 Calistoga Hills Resort IS-Addendum.docx



City of Calistoga—Calistoga Hills Resort Project
Initial Study/Addendum CEQA Checklist

d)

The FEIR determined that the Resort project site is defined as “Timberland” pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 4526, and tree removal activities would be required to occur pursuant
to a Timber Harvest Plan issued by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.
Because the Resort project applicant proposed additional timber harvesting activities beyond
those contemplated by the previously approved Timber Harvest Plan, a new Timber Harvest
Plan would be submitted for approval, which has occurred. The FEIR provides Table 3.2-1 on
page 3.2-6 that summarizes timber harvesting activities for trees that are 8 inches or larger in
diameter as measured at breast height. In addition, to address potentially significant impacts,
the Resort project would be required to implement Mitigation Measures AFR-2a through AFR-
2g. The FEIR concluded that with the implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts
would be less than significant.

As indicated in the Addendum to Calistoga Hills Forest Management Plan (Appendix A), the
Proposed Project would result in the removal of 219 trees. The applicant will either amend the
existing Timber Harvest Plan or seek approval of a new one to cover the additional acreage.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures AFR-2a through AFR-2g would reduce impacts to a
level of less than significant. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

The FEIR concluded that the Resort project does possess any characteristics that would cause
farmland to be converted to non-agricultural uses and that no impacts would occur.

The City of Calistoga General Plan designates the vineyards to the north of the Proposed
Project site as “Rural Residential,” which allows for agricultural uses. As with the FEIR, the
Proposed Project would not change this land use designation and, therefore, would not create
any pressures to convert this property to non-agricultural use. As such, the conclusions from
the FEIR remain unchanged.

Mitigation Measures

MM AFR-2a The applicant shall secure a new Timber Harvest Plan from the Department of

Forestry and Fire Protection, prior to the commencement of construction. The
Timber Harvest Plan shall conform to the project’s Forest Management Plan and,
prior to submission to the State, shall first be submitted to the City of Calistoga’s
Department of Public Works for ministerial review and approval to (1) ensure
conformance with the Forest Management Plan and (2) review trees marked for
selective harvesting, to ensure that tree removal near proposed structures maintains
enough trees to screen views of said structures from the valley floor and
surrounding land uses to the maximum extent feasible to minimize visual impacts
referenced in Impact AES-2 and Impact AES-3 (Section 3.1, Aesthetics, Light and
Glare). Prior to the removal of any tree in the Timber Harvest Plan section areas, the
City shall be notified in writing and shall be provided a 15-day period to review tree
marking for consistency with the Forest Management Plan and visual impact
minimization referenced in Impact AES-2 and Impact AES-3.
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MM AFR-2b

MM AFR-2c

MM AFR-2d

MM AFR-2e

MM AFR-2f

MM AFR-2g

The Timber Harvest Plan shall be prepared by a Registered Professional Forester in
accordance with the Z’'Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act (Pub. Res. Code Section
4511, et seq.) and Forest Practice Rules (Title 14 Cal. Code of Reg. Chapter 4). The
Timber Harvest Plan shall include an analysis of site conditions, proposed timber
operations, and the location and methods of timber operations. It shall also
implement the Forest Management Plan performance goals and standards.

The project applicant shall provide funding for the City to retain the services of a
third-party California Registered Professional Forester or arborist to independently
review the implementation of this mitigation measure.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure AFR-2a will (1) ensure compliance with the
Forest Practice Act’s objectives of responsible forest resource management and
natural resource protection, (2) ensure preparation of the Timber Harvest Plan by a
Registered Professional Forester, and (3) will reduce Impact AES-3 to a level of
insignificance.

All tree removal operations conducted pursuant to an approved Timber Harvest Plan
shall be under the direction of a California Registered Professional Forester, as
required by state law.

Prior to construction, the Forest Reserves areas shall be thinned in accordance with
the Forest Management Plan pursuant to the approved Timber Harvest Plan under
the supervision of a California Registered Professional Forester.

Prior to the removal of any tree that is not conducted pursuant to an approved
Timber Harvest Plan, the project applicant shall obtain a Tree Removal/Disturbance
Permit in accordance with the City Tree Removal Ordinance and the guidelines
established by the project Forest Management Plan.

An independent, third-party forester or arborist, paid for by the project applicant, shall
be in attendance during tree removal, and all grading and disturbance of the project
site prior to project completion, which is herein defined as construction of 13 custom
homes, 20 Residence Club units, and 110 hotel units. The third-party forester’s or
arborist’s services shall not be required after “project completion” as defined above.

Tree removal equipment shall utilize existing roads to the maximum extent feasible
to minimize disturbance to the project site.

For all preserved trees that are within 25 feet of a grading or construction area, the
following shall apply:

(1) Prior to construction, temporary barriers shall be placed around an area 1.5
times the dripline of each tree or group of trees;

(2) There shall be no storage or operation of construction equipment within the
barriers;
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(3) There shall be no construction materials or fill stockpiled within the barriers;
and

(4) There shall be no trenching or undergrounding of utilities within the barriers.
The City may impose additional or alternative measures as determined
necessary by the City’s arborist or forester to avoid harm to a preserved tree.

Conclusion

The conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the
Proposed Project.
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New
Do the Proposed = Circumstances = New Information
Changes Involve | Involving New or | Requiring New Mitigation
Environmental Issue Conclusion in New or More More Severe Analysis or Measures
Area the Final EIR = Severe Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Adopted

L. Air Quality
Would the project:

a) Conflict with or Less than No No No MMs AIR-1,
obstruct significant AIR-2, PSU-
implementation of impact after 3a, PSU-3b,
the applicable air mitigation TRANS-53,
quality plan? TRANS-5b,

and TRANS-5c¢

b) Violate any air quality ' Less than No No No MM AIR-2
standard or significant
contribute impact after
substantially to an mitigation

existing or projected
air quality violation?

c) Resultina Less than No No No MM AIR-2
cumulatively significant
considerable net impact after

increase of any criteria ' mitigation
pollutant for which the
project region is
nonattainment under
an applicable federal
or state ambient air
quality standard
(including releasing
emissions which
exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone

precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive Less than No No No MMs TRANS-
receptors to significant 2a, TRANS-
substantial pollutant | impact after 2b, TRANS-
concentrations? mitigation 5a, TRANS-

5b, and
TRANS-5c¢

e) Create objectionable | Lessthan No No No N/A
odors affecting a significant
substantial number of impact
people?
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Discussion

a) The FEIR concluded that the Resort project would not create a localized violation of state or
federal air quality standards or significantly contribute to regional ozone violations (described
in more detail in impact b) expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations
(described in more detail in impact c), or create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people after incorporation of mitigation measures (discussed in more detail impact
d). In addition, the FEIR determined that the Resort project would increase the density and
intensity of the Resort project site usage over the prior land use, thereby resulting in a higher
density, mixed use development that includes residential and employment development near
transit. Furthermore, implementation of Mitigation Measures TRANS-5a, TRANS-5b, and
TRANS-5c support the use of public transit, bicycles, and walking. Therefore, the Resort project
would meet all of the Energy and Climate measures contained in the 2010 Clean Air Plan
through project design features and implementation of mitigation. Finally, the Resort project
would not preclude extension of a transit line or bike path, propose excessive parking beyond
parking requirements, or otherwise create an impediment or disruption to implementation of
any air quality plan control measures. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures PSU-
3b, PSU-3c, and TRANS-5a through TRANS-5c, impacts would be less than significant.

The Proposed Project would relocate back of house facilities, cart shed, and parking to the 12.32
acres incorporated into the Resort project site. The relocation would not increase the
development potential of the Proposed Project or introduce new uses that may conflict with the
planning assumptions of the regional air quality management plan. As such, Mitigation
Measures PSu-3b, PSU-3c, TRANS-5a, TRANS-5b, and TRANS-5c would apply and reduce impacts
to a level of less than significant. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

b)  The FEIR concluded the Resort project would not generate a localized exceedance of the PMy,
or PM, ;s ambient air quality standards during construction after incorporation of Mitigation
Measures AIR-2 as well as Mitigation Measures TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, and TRANS-5a through
TRANS-5c. The Resort project would not significantly contribute to a CO hotspot, or localized
exceedance of the PM,o or PM, s standards during operation. Impacts would be less than
significant after mitigation.

The Proposed Project would relocate back of house facilities, cart shed, and parking to the
12.32-acres incorporated into the Resort project site. The relocation would not increase the
development potential of the Proposed Project or introduce new uses that would be new
sources of criteria pollutants. The relocation would also lower overall emissions by reducing the
distance that trucks must travel to provide such services as deliveries and garbage pick-up. As
such, Mitigation Measures TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, TRANS-5a, TRANS-5b, and TRANS-5c would
apply and reduce impacts to a level of less than significant. As such, the conclusions from the
FEIR remain unchanged.

c)  The FEIR analyzed the Resort project’s potential for construction-generated PM;g and PM, 5
dust impacts and found this potential would be less than significant with implementation of
Mitigation Measure AIR-2. The FEIR also found that the Resort project’s construction activities
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d)

would not exceed the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) screening criteria
for additional analysis. Therefore, the Resort project’s construction-generated exhaust PMyy,
PM, s, and ozone precursors would be less than significant with the implementation of
Mitigation Measure AIR-2.

The FEIR also concluded that the Resort project’s operations would not exceed the BAAQMD's
screening criteria for additional analysis. Therefore, the Resort project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase for exhaust PM;o, PM, s, or ozone precursors.

The Proposed Project would relocate back of house facilities, cart shed, and parking to the
12.32-acres incorporated into the Resort project site. The relocation would not increase the
development potential of the Proposed Project or introduce new uses that would be new
sources of criteria pollutants. As such, Mitigation Measure AIR-2 would apply and reduce
impacts to a level of less than significant. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain
unchanged.

The FEIR determined that the Resort project could expose sensitive receptors to significant
concentrations of asbestos from demolition, construction-generated fugitive dust, construction
generated diesel particulate matter, operational toxic air contaminants, or CO hotspots.
However, with incorporation of applicable BMPs and Mitigation Measures TRANS-2a, TRANS-
2b, TRANS-5a, TRANS-5b, and TRANS-5¢, impacts would be less than significant.

The Proposed Project would relocate back of house facilities, cart shed, and parking to the
12.32-acres incorporated into the Resort project site. The relocation would not increase the
development potential of the Proposed Project or introduce new uses that would be new
sources of toxic air contaminants. Additionally, there are no residential uses located near this
area. As such, Mitigation Measures TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, TRANS-5a, TRANS-5b, and TRANS-5c
would apply and reduce impacts to a level of less than significant. As such, the conclusions
from the FEIR remain unchanged.

The FEIR noted that the Resort project site is within BAAQMD screening distance of typical
objectionable odors as it is within 0.5 mile of the City of Calistoga’s Dunaweal Wastewater
Treatment Plant (WWTP). However, the City of Calistoga Public Works Department and
BAAQMD found no odor complaints between November 2007, and November 2011. In
addition, the Resort project would include hotel and residential land uses, which are not
sources of substantial objectionable odors. Therefore, the Resort project was determined to
generate a less than significant impact for exposing a substantial number of peoples to
objectionable odors.

The Proposed Project would relocate back of house facilities, cart shed, and parking to the
12.32-acres incorporated into the Resort project site. The relocation would not increase the
development potential of the Proposed Project or introduce new uses that would be sources of
objectionable odors. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.
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Mitigation Measures

Implement MMs PSU-3b, PSU-3¢c, TRANS-2a, TRANS-2b, TRANS-5a, TRANS-5b, TRANS-5¢, and;

MM AIR-1 Prior to issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall prepare and submit
plans to the City of Calistoga for review and approval demonstrating that project

buildings can achieve the energy efficiency standards set forth in the latest adopted

edition of the California Green Building Standards or more restrictive local standard.
The approved plans shall be incorporated into to the proposed project.

MM AIR-2 During construction activities, the following air pollution control measures shall be
implemented:

Conclusion

Exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and
unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day.

All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material offsite shall be
covered.

All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using
wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power
sweeping is prohibited.

All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads and surfaces shall be limited to 15 mph.

All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks shall be paved as soon as possible.

A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number and person to
contact at the City of Calistoga regarding dust complaints. This person shall
respond and take corrective action within 48 hours of a complaint or issue
notification. The BAAQMD’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure
compliance with applicable regulations.

The conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the

Proposed Project.
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b)

Environmental Issue
Area

Biological Resources

Would the project:

Have a substantial
adverse effect, either
directly or through
habitat modifications,
on any species
identified as a
candidate, sensitive,
or special status
species in local or
regional plans,
policies, or
regulations, or by the
California Department
of Fish and Game or
US Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Have a substantial
adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural
community identified
in local or regional
plans, policies,
regulations or by the
California Department
of Fish and Game or
US Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Have a substantial
adverse effect on
federally protected
wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act
(including, but not
limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct
removal, filling,
hydrological
interruption, or other
means?

Conclusion in
the Final EIR

Less than
significant
impact after
mitigation

Less than
significant
impact after
mitigation

Less than
significant
impact after
mitigation

Do the Proposed
Changes Involve

New or More

Severe Impacts?

No

No

No

New
Circumstances

Involving New or

More Severe
Impacts?

No

No

No

New Information

Requiring New
Analysis or
Verification?

No

No

No

Mitigation
Measures
Adopted

MM BIO-1a,
MM BIO-1b,
MM BIO-1c

MM BIO-2

N/A
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New
Do the Proposed = Circumstances New Information
Changes Involve ' Involving New or = Requiring New Mitigation
Environmental Issue Conclusion in New or More More Severe Analysis or Measures
Area the Final EIR | Severe Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Adopted
d) Interfere substantially Less than No No No N/A

with the movement | significant
of any native resident impact

or migratory fish or

wildlife species or

with established

native resident or

migratory wildlife

corridors, or impede

the use of native

wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local ' Less than No No No AFR-2c
policies or ordinances  significant
protecting biological | impact after
resources, such as a mitigation
tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

f)  Conflict with the No impact No No No N/A
provisions of an
adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan,
Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or
other approved local,
regional, or state
habitat conservation
plan?

Discussion

The analysis in this section is supported by the Focused Special-Status Plant Surveys conducted by
FirstCarbon Solutions (FCS). These documents are provided in Appendix B.

a) The FEIR found that the development of the off-site utility alignments and the resort may
result in adverse impacts to special status fish and wildlife species including steelhead, the
sharp-shinned hawk, the pallid bat, and nesting birds. The EIR set forth Mitigation Measures
BlO-1a through BIO-1d to reduce impacts to a level of less than significant.

The Proposed Project allows the relocation of the back of house facilities, cart shed, and
parking area to the 12.32 acres incorporated into the Resort project site. They contain similar
vegetation and habitat; thus, they have the same potential to support the special status-
species that occur on the Resort project site. Furthermore, FCS conducted focused special-
status plant surveys in April 2016 and June 2018. Both surveys concluded or found that there
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b—c)

d)

e)

f)

was an absence of special-status plant species, including the three nearest recorded
occurrences to the Resort project site, these species include: Napa false indigo, Rincon Ridge
manzanita, and Cobb Mountain lupine. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1b, BIO-
1c, and BIO-1d would serve to reduce impacts to a level of less than significant. (Note that
Mitigation Measure BIO-1a would not apply since it pertains to the utility crossing of the Napa
River). As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

The FEIR found that the development of the off-site utility alignments and the resort may
result in impacts to water and seasonal wetland features that are under federal or state
jurisdiction. The EIR set forth Mitigation Measure BIO-2 to reduce impacts to a level of less
than significant.

The relocation of the back of house facilities, cart shed, and parking area to the 12.32 acres
incorporated into the Resort project site would not impact water or seasonal wetland features
that are under federal or state jurisdiction. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain
unchanged.

The FEIR found that the Resort project site does not function as a wildlife movement corridor
because of its steep slopes, dense forest, and lack of natural movement corridors (e.g.,
drainage features). The FEIR found that impacts on wildlife movement would be less than
significant.

The Proposed Project allows the relocation of the back of house facilities, cart shed, and
parking area to the 12.32 acres incorporated into the Resort project site that are contiguous to
the Resort project site. They are also sloping, densely forested, and lacking in natural
movement corridors. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

The FEIR found that the development of the Resort project would require timber harvesting
activities that would occur pursuant to a Timber Harvest Plan. The FEIR set forth Mitigation
Measures AFR-2c, which requires that forest reserve areas be thinned in accordance with the
provisions of the Timber Harvest Plan, to reduce impacts to a level of less than significant.

The Proposed Project would allow the relocation of the back of house facilities, cart shed, and
parking area to the 12.32 acres incorporated into the Resort project site. The applicant will
either amend the existing Timber Harvest Plan, or seek approval of a new one to cover the
additional acreage. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AFR-2c would serve to reduce
impacts to a level of less than significant. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain
unchanged.

As noted in the FEIR, the Resort project site is not within the boundaries of a habitat
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. This condition precludes the
possibility of the Proposed Project conflicting with the provisions of such a plan. No impacts
would occur.
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The Proposed Project site would be within a slightly larger footprint than what was analyzed in
the FEIR; however, the additional acreage is not within the boundaries of a habitat
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. No impacts would occur. As such,
the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

Mitigation Measures

MM BIO-1b

MM BIO-1c

If ground clearing or vegetation removal activities occur during the nesting season
(March 1 through August 31), a qualified biologist shall survey the nesting area for
the sharp-shinned hawk. If nesting is observed, the biological monitor shall
establish an appropriate no-work buffer around the nest site during the breeding
season. If work must be conducted within the no-work buffer during the nesting
season, the biologist shall conduct a nest survey prior to construction to determine
whether the sharp-shinned hawk nest is still active. When the biologist determines
that the nest is no longer active, construction may commence within the no-work
buffer. This mitigation measure does not apply if ground clearing or vegetation
removal activities occur outside of the nesting season (September 1 through
February 28 or 29).

Prior to ground disturbance activities that occur during the breeding season for the
pallid bat (October 15 through February 15), all existing structures within project site
and associated utility alignments shall be surveyed for pallid bats and their roosts by
a qualified biologist. If pallid bats or their roost sites are found within the project
site or associated utility alignments, the following avoidance measures shall be
implemented, at the discretion of a qualified biologist:

e An Avoidance and Habitat Replacement Plan shall be prepared and submitted to
the California Department of Fish and Game for review and approval prior to
commencement of construction. The plan shall evaluate the type of habitat to be
disturbed, length of disturbance, equipment noise, adjacent habitat available, and
habitat replacement methods (if appropriate). The plan shall be implemented
during construction activities.

e Structures providing roost sites for this species must be avoided to the maximum
extent practicable.

¢ If any breeding bats are discovered during construction, a biological monitor shall
survey the area where roosting bats were discovered. If bats are observed nesting
during the breeding season (between mid-October and the end of June), the
biological monitor shall establish an appropriate no-work buffer around the nest
or roost site for the duration of the breeding season. If work must be conducted
within the no-work buffer during the breeding season, the biological monitor shall
conduct a daytime survey prior to construction to determine whether the bats are
still present. When the biological monitor determines that the bats are no longer
nesting, construction may commence within the no-work buffer.

e All construction activity in the vicinity of an active roost must be limited to
daylight hours and lights will not be used around roost sites at night.

FirstCarbon Solutions

43

Y:\Publications\Client (PN-JN)\3808\38080002\Addendum\38080002 Calistoga Hills Resort IS-Addendum.docx



CEQA Checklist

City of Calistoga—Calistoga Hills Resort Project
Initial Study/Addendum

MM BIO-1d

MM BIO-2

Conclusion

e Demolition of any roost sites must be timed for the period when bats are not
present on the site.

If ground clearing or vegetation removal activities occur during the nesting season
(February 1 through August 31), then pre-construction surveys for nesting birds shall
be conducted in all areas suitable for nesting that are located within 500 feet of the
project area to be impacted. Surveys shall be conducted no more than 14 days prior
to the beginning of ground disturbance, with surveys occurring on a minimum of
three separate days during this period. If an active nest is located, the project
applicant shall consult with CDFG and obtain approval for nest protection buffers
that must be established prior to tree removal or ground-disturbing activities. Nest
protection buffers shall remain in place until the young have fledged. All nest
protection measures shall apply to on-site and off-site construction activities. If a
lapse in projected-related construction of 15 days or longer occurs, either (1)
another survey will be required or (2) consultation with CDFG must occur before
work may resume. This mitigation measure does not apply if ground clearing or
vegetation removal activities occur outside of the nesting season (September 1
through January 31).

Prior to issuance of grading permits, the project applicant shall retain a qualified
biologist to prepare and submit a Jurisdictional Delineation to the appropriate
resource agencies for review and approval. Such agencies may include but are not
limited to the United States Army Corps of Engineers, the California Department of
Fish and Game, and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board.
Should the approved Jurisdictional Delineation determine that the offsite utility
work would impact regulated resources, the applicant shall obtain the necessary
regulatory permits and mitigate impacts through either (1) offsite restoration of
features of equal or greater value or (2) purchase of credits at an agency-approved
mitigation bank in the region at no less than a 1:1 ratio.

The conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the
Proposed Project.
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New
Do the Proposed = Circumstances = New Information
Changes Involve ' Involving New or = Requiring New Mitigation
Environmental Issue Conclusion in New or More More Severe Analysis or Measures
Area the Final EIR | Severe Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Adopted

V. Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial Less than No No No MM CUL-1
adverse change in the | significant
significance of a impact after
historical resource as | mitigation
defined in Section
15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial Less than No No No MM CUL-2a
adverse change in significant and MM CUL-
the significance of an | impact after 2b
archaeological mitigation
resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5?

c) Directly orindirectly Lessthan No No No MM CUL-3
destroy a unique significant
paleontological impact after
resource or site or mitigation
unique geologic
feature?

d) Disturb any human Less than No No No MM CUL-4
remains, including significant

those interred outside impact after
of formal cemeteries? = mitigation

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

e) Listed or eligible for  This checklist No
listing in the California  question did

Register of Historical  not exist at
Resources, orin a the time the
local register of EIR was

historical resources as  certified

defined in Public (2012)
Resources Code
Section 5020.1(k), or
f) Aresource This checklist No
determined by the question did
lead agency, in its not exist at
discretion and the time the
supported by EIR was
substantial evidence, certified
to be significant (2012)

No

No

No

No

N/A

N/A
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pursuant to criteria
set forth in
subdivision (c) of
Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1.
In applying the
criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code
Section 5024.1, the
lead agency shall
consider the
significance of the
resource to a
California Native
American tribe.

Discussion

The analysis in this section is supported by a records search conducted by FCS. These documents are
provided in Appendix C.

Cultural Resources

a) The FEIR noted that according to the record search results received from the Northwest
Information Center (NWIC), thirteen cultural resources and five historic properties have been
previously recorded within the Resort project area or a 0.25-mile radius. In addition, during
the course of the pedestrian survey, four previously recorded historic resources were relocated
within the Resort project area and updated Department of Parks and Recreation forms were
completed for the four sites. The four historic resources found within the main project Resort
area were considered not eligible for listing on the California Register and therefore no further
archaeological work is required for these sites. This includes the two dilapidated structures
within the Resort project site boundaries near the SR-29/128 frontage. Although no new
historic resources were discovered during the survey, the FEIR determined ground-disturbing
activities during project development could uncover previously undiscovered cultural resources
and potentially result in significant impacts. Incorporation of MM CUL-1 would ensure impacts
would be less than significant.

The Proposed Project area contains the same native soils; thus, it has the same potential to
occurrence of undiscovered historic resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1
would serve to reduce impacts to a level of less than significant. As such, the conclusions from
the FEIR remain unchanged.
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b)

c)

d)

The FEIR noted that according to the record search results received from the NWIC, thirteen
archaeological resources have been previously recorded within the Resort project area or
within a 0.25-mile radius of the Resort project area. One archaeological resource was found
during the pedestrian field survey in an area east of SR-29/128 that may be utilized for off-site
improvements. The FEIR determined that subsurface earthwork activities could uncover
previously undiscovered archaeological resources and potentially result in significant impacts
and incorporated Mitigation Measure CUL-2a to address potentially significant impacts.

In addition, two Native American representatives were contacted by FCS to request additional
information regarding the Resort project. The tribal representatives had specific concerns about
the area north of SR-29/128 and general concerns about the area south of SR-29/128. They
requested monitoring for all ground disturbance in the area north of SR-29/128 and agreed to
periodic monitoring in the main project Resort area south of SR-29/128. This request was
included in the FEIR as Mitigation Measure CUL-2b. With the implementation of Mitigation
Measures CUL-2a and 2b, impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant.

The Proposed Project area contains the same native soils; thus, they have the same potential
to occurrence of undiscovered archaeological resources. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure CUL-2a would serve to reduce impacts to a level of less than significant. (Mitigation
Measure CUL-2b would not apply since it pertains to the off-site utility alignments). As such,
the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

The FEIR concluded the Resort project is not located in an area that is considered likely to have
paleontological resources present and found no known paleontological resources or unique
geologic features exist on the site. However, it was determined that subsurface earthwork
activities could uncover previously undiscovered paleontological resources. Therefore,
incorporation of Mitigation Measure CUL-3 would ensure impacts would be less than significant.

The Proposed Project area contains the same native soils; thus, they have the same potential
to occurrence of undiscovered paleontological resources. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure CUL-3 would serve to reduce impacts to a level of less than significant. As such, the
conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

The FEIR concluded that while there are no known burial sites within the main Resort project
area west of SR-29/128, two of the sites east of SR-29/128 (areas that may be utilized for off-
site improvements) have the potential for burials. Therefore, the FEIR found that the
possibility exists that subsurface construction activities may encounter previously undiscovered
human remains and included Mitigation Measure CUL-4, which requires standard inadvertent
discovery procedures to be implemented in the event that human remains are encountered
during construction. Therefore, incorporation of Mitigation Measure CUL-4 would reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.

The Proposed Project would allow the relocation of the back of house facilities, cart shed, and
guest parking area to the 12.32-acres incorporated into the Resort project site. They contain
the same native soils; thus, they have the same potential to occurrence of human remains.
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-4 would serve to reduce impacts to a level of less
than significant. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

Tribal Cultural Resources

e—f) Areview of the CR, local registers of historic resources, NWIC records, the NAHC sacred lands
file, and pedestrian survey failed to identify any listed Tribal Cultural Resources that may be
adversely affected by the Proposed Project. Potential impacts to inadvertently discovered
Tribal Cultural Resources would be minimized with the implementation of Mitigation Measures
CUL-1, CUL-2a, CUL-3, and CUL-4 that require proscriptive treatment procedures in the unlikely
circumstance that sensitive artifacts or human remains are found. Thus, with incorporation of

the recommended mitigation measures, associated impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

MM CUL-1

MM CUL-2a

If potentially significant historic resources are encountered during subsurface
excavation activities for the project area, all construction activities within a 50-foot
radius of the resource shall cease until a qualified archaeologist determines whether
the resource requires further study based on the type of resource found and its
significance under CEQA. The City shall require that the applicant include a standard
inadvertent discovery clause in every construction contract to inform contractors of
this requirement. Any previously undiscovered resources found during construction
shall be recorded on appropriate California Department of Parks and Recreation
forms and evaluated for significance in terms of California Environmental Quality Act
criteria by a qualified archaeologist. Potentially significant cultural resources consist
of but are not limited to stone, bone, fossils, wood, or shell artifacts or features,
including hearths, structural remains, or historic dumpsites. If the resource is
determined to be significant under CEQA, the City and a qualified archaeologist shall
determine whether preservation in place is feasible. Such preservation in place is
the preferred mitigation. If such preservation is infeasible, the qualified
archaeologist shall prepare and implement a research design and archaeological
data recovery plan for the resource that meets the requirements set forth in CEQA.
The archaeologist shall also conduct appropriate technical analyses and prepare a
comprehensive written report that meets the standards set forth in CEQA and
conforms to the Office of Historic Preservation standards for Phase | Cultural
Resource studies and the Archaeological Resource Management Report format. The
report will be filed with the appropriate information center (California Historical
Resources Information System), and provisions made for the permanent curation of
the recovered materials at an appropriate repository.

If potentially significant archaeological resources are encountered during subsurface
excavation activities, all construction activities within a 50-foot radius of the
resource shall cease until a qualified archaeologist determines whether the resource
requires further study to determine its significance under CEQA. The City shall
require that the applicant include a standard inadvertent discovery clause in every
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MM CUL-2b

MM CUL-3

construction contract to inform contractors of this requirement. Any previously
undiscovered resources found during construction shall be recorded on appropriate
Department of Parks and Recreation forms and evaluated for significance in terms of
California Environmental Quality Act criteria by a qualified archaeologist. Potentially
significant cultural resources consist of but are not limited to stone, bone, fossils,
wood, or shell artifacts or features, including hearths, structural remains, or historic
dumpsites. If the resource is determined to be significant under CEQA, the City and
a qualified archaeologist shall determine whether preservation in place is feasible.
Such preservation in place is the preferred mitigation.

The archaeologist shall also conduct appropriate technical analyses and prepare a
comprehensive written report that meets the standards set forth in CEQA and
conforms to the Office of Historic Preservation standards for Phase | Cultural
Resource studies and the Archaeological Resource Management Report format. The
report will be filed with the appropriate information center (California Historical
Resources Information System), and provisions made for the permanent curation of
the recovered materials at an appropriate repository.

During ground disturbance activities associated with either (or both) of the two off-
site utility alignments in the area north of SR-29/128, the project applicant shall
retain a qualified archaeologist to conduct construction monitoring. The
archaeologist shall consult with a Native American representative/monitor regarding
monitoring activities, as appropriate.

In addition, although the main project area (south of SR-29/128) is considered to
have low sensitivity for prehistoric resources, there is the possibility that unknown
prehistoric resources are present below the ground surface. Therefore, since it is
unknown if prehistoric resources are within the main project area (south of SR-
29/128), periodic monitoring of ground disturbance in areas likely to have been
utilized by Native Americans is warranted. The periodic monitoring in the main
project area would be conducted by either the archaeologist or the Native American
representative/monitor in conjunction with the monitoring efforts for the area north
of SR-29/128.

The periodic monitoring would be conducted in areas considered likely for Native
American resources not the entire southern project area. The periodic monitoring
would be conducted by either a qualified archaeologist or a Native American
representative/monitor and would be determined as the need for monitoring arose.

In the event that plant or animal fossils are discovered during subsurface excavation
activities for the proposed project, all excavation within 50 feet of the fossil shall
cease until a qualified paleontologist has determined the significance of the find and
provides recommendations in accordance with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology
standards, as follows:

FirstCarbon Solutions
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MM CUL-4

Conclusion

e The paleontologist shall notify the City of Calistoga to determine procedures to be
followed before construction is allowed to resume at the location of the find. If
the find is determined to be significant and the City determines that avoidance is
not feasible, the paleontologist shall design and implement a data recovery plan
consistent with the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards. The plan shall
be submitted to the City for review and approval. Upon approval, the plan shall
be incorporated into the project

If previously unknown human remains are encountered during construction
activities, Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code applies, and the
following procedures shall be followed:

In the event of an accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, Public
Resource Code Section 5097.98 must be followed. Once project-related ground
disturbance begins and if there is accidental discovery of human remains, the
following steps shall be taken:

e There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until the Napa County
Coroner’s Office is contacted to determine if the remains are Native American and
if an investigation into cause of death is required. If the coroner determines the
remains are Native American, the coroner shall contact the NAHC within 24 hours,
and the NAHC shall identify the person or persons it believes to be the most likely
descendant of the deceased Native American. The most likely descendant may
make recommendations to the landowner or the person responsible for the
excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity,
the human remains and any associated grave goods as provided in Public
Resources Code Section 5097.98.

The conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the
Proposed Project.
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VI.

i)

i)

b)

Environmental Issue
Area

Conclusion in

the Final EIR

Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Would the project:

Do the Proposed
Changes Involve
New or More
Severe Impacts?

New
Circumstances

Involving New or

More Severe
Impacts?

New Information

Requiring New
Analysis or
Verification?

Mitigation
Measures
Adopted

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including risk of loss, injury, or

death involving:

Rupture of a known
earthquake fault, as
delineated on the
most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State
Geologist for the area
or based on other
substantial evidence
of a known fault?
Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology

Special Publication 42.

Strong seismic
ground shaking?

Seismic-related
ground failure,
including
liquefaction?

Landslides?

Result in substantial
soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?

Be located on a
geologic unit or soil
that is unstable or
that would become
unstable as a result
of the project, and
potentially result in
on- or off-site
landslide, lateral

Less than
significant
impact

Less than
significant
impact after
mitigation

Less than
significant
impact after
mitigation

Less than
significant
impact after
mitigation

Less than
significant
impact after
mitigation

Less than
significant
impact after
mitigation

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

N/A

MM GEO-1

MM GEO-1

MM GEO-1

MM AFR-2a

and HYD-1

MM GEO-1
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spreading,

d)

e)

subsidence,
liguefaction or
collapse?

Be located on Less than No No No MM GEO-1
expansive soil, as significant

defined in Table 18-1- impact after

B of the Uniform mitigation

Building Code (1994),

creating substantial

risks to life or

property?

Have soils incapable of No impact No No No N/A
adequately supporting

the use of septic tanks

or alternative waste

water disposal

systems where sewers

are not available for

the disposal of waste

water.

Discussion

The analysis in this section is supported by the Geotechnical Investigation Report and Addenda
prepared by RGH. These documents are provided in Appendix D.

a)

The FEIR concluded that the Resort project site is not within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone. In addition, no known faults cross the Resort project site or are oriented toward the Resort
project site. This condition precludes the possibility of fault rupture occurring on the Resort
project site. The FEIR found that impacts from ground shaking or a fault rupture would be less
than significant with compliance with applicable building code standards for earthquake restraint
construction, which is reflected in Mitigation Measure GEO-1. With the implementation of this
mitigation measure, impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant.

The FEIR found that the Resort project site may be susceptible to seismic slope failure during
an earthquake. As such, it recommended that the Resort project’s foundations be adequately
supported into the underlying bedrock. A design-level geotechnical study would provide
specific guidance regarding foundation design. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 requires that a
design-level geotechnical study be prepared and, therefore, reflects this recommendation.
With the implementation of this mitigation measure, impacts would be reduced to a level of
less than significant.
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As described in the FEIR, the Resort project site contains two areas where landslides have
occurred or may have potentially occurred. These areas are located along the access road and
in the area where the custom residential lots are proposed. As part of the previous
construction of the access road, the slope was stabilized and reinforced. Furthermore, no
structures are proposed on this slope; therefore, it can be concluded that the Resort project
would not significantly increase exposure to landslides in this area. The FEIR provided
recommendations for soil engineering and foundations to abate potential for landslides on
custom residential Lot 12. A design-level geotechnical study would provide specific guidance
regarding soil engineering and foundation design. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 requires that a
design-level geotechnical study be prepared and, therefore, reflects this recommendation.
With the implementation of this mitigation measure, impacts would be reduced to a level of
less than significant.

The Proposed Project area does not contain any Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones. This
precludes the possibility of fault rupture. Consistent with the FEIR, the Proposed Project site
would be susceptible to ground shaking and slope failure during an earthquake and would
comply with the building code standards, as reflected in Mitigation Measure GEO-1. As such, the
conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

b)  The FEIR concluded that soil exposed by construction activities during demolition and
redevelopment of the Resort project could expose barren soils to sources of wind or water,
resulting in the potential for erosion and sedimentation on and off the Resort project site. The
FEIR noted that the Resort project would prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) in compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) that
would identify Best Management Practices (BMPs) to be used at the Resort project site to
control stormwater and prevent on- or off-site runoff. It concluded that, with implementation
of the SWPPP and Mitigation Measure HYD-1, the likelihood of loss of topsoil, erosion, and off-
site runoff would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Additionally, the applicant is required to obtain approval of a Timber Harvest Plan/Timber
Harvest Permit from the California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection. As part of the
requirements of this approval, the applicant would be required to identify measures to prevent
erosion during timber harvesting activities. These requirements have been incorporated into
the Resort project as Mitigation Measure AFR-2a.

Consistent with the FEIR, the Proposed Project would be required to prepare a SWPPP in
compliance with the NPDES and implement Mitigation Measure HYD-1. Additionally, the
Proposed Project would implement Mitigation Measure AFR-2a. The applicant commissioned a
Storm Water Control Plan (Appendix E) that complies with all requirements of Mitigation
Measures HYD-1 and AFR-2a. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1 and
AFR-2a, impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant. As such, the conclusions
from the FEIR remain unchanged.

c¢) Asdiscussed in the FEIR, the Resort project site contains unstable geologic units and soils that
may potentially expose persons or structures to hazards if left unabated. RGH Consultants
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d)

prepared a design-level geotechnical study and addenda that provided various
recommendations for abating these conditions, which are reflected in Mitigation Measure
GEO-1. The FEIR concluded that with the implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1, the
Resort project would safely be developed and would not expose persons or structures to
hazards associated with unstable geologic units or soils. Impacts would be less than significant.

The Proposed Project acreage may contain unstable geologic units and soils that may
potentially expose persons or structures to hazards if left unabated. Consistent with the FEIR,
the Proposed Project would implement the same design recommendations as proposed in
RGH’s design-level geotechnical study and addenda, as reflected in Mitigation Measure GEO-1.
As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

As discussed in the FEIR, the Resort project site contains soils with a low to moderate
expansion potential. The FEIR concluded that with implementation of the design
recommendations in RGH Consultant’s design-level geotechnical study and addenda and
compliance with applicable California Building Standards Code requirements, as set forth in
Mitigation Measure GEO-1, potential impacts would be less than significant.

The Proposed Project site would contain low to moderate expansion potential. Consistent with
the FEIR, the revised project would implement the same design recommendations as proposed
by RGH Consultant’s design-level geotechnical study and addenda and would comply with
applicable California Building Standards Code requirements, as set forth in Mitigation Measure
GEO-1. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

Consistent with the FEIR, sanitary sewer service would be provided by the City of Calistoga. This
condition precludes the possibility of related impacts. As such, the Proposed Project would not
alter any conclusions set forth in the FEIR as they pertain to septic or alternative wastewater
disposal systems. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

Mitigation Measures

Implement Mitigation Measures HYD-1, AFR-2a, and;

MM GEO-1 Prior to issuance of building permits for the proposed project, the project applicant

shall submit grading and building plans to the City of Calistoga for review and
approval that reflect the applicable recommendations from the previously prepared
design-level geotechnical report and addenda. The applicant shall have the option
of commissioning a new design-level geotechnical report in lieu of relying on the
previous reports, provided that it meets city requirements for such reports. The
proposed project’s plans incorporate all applicable seismic design standards of the
latest adopted edition of the California Building Standards Code or local
amendments. The project applicant shall adhere to these approved plans in
constructing the project.
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Conclusion

The conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the
Proposed Project.
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New
Do the Proposed = Circumstances = New Information
Changes Involve ' Involving New or = Requiring New Mitigation
Environmental Issue Conclusion in New or More More Severe Analysis or Measures
Area the Final EIR | Severe Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Adopted

VIl. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse Less than No No No AIR-1, PSU
gas emissions, either  significant 3a, PSU-3b,
directly or indirectly, ' impact after PSU-3c, PSU-
that may have a mitigation 6b, and
significant impact on TRANS-5a
the environment? through

TRANS-5c¢

b) Conflict with any Less than No No No AIR-1, PSU-
applicable plan, significant 3a, PSU-63,
policy or regulation impact after PSU-6b, and
of an agency adopted ' mitigation TRANS-5a
for the purpose of through
reducing the TRANS-5c¢
emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Discussion

The analysis in this section is supported by the Addendum to Calistoga Hills Forest Management
Plan. This document is provided in Appendix A.

a)

The FEIR found that construction-period and operational-period activities would have the
potential to generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The FEIR concluded that the Resort
project’s estimated operational GHG emissions would be approximately 30 percent below the
business as usual (BAU) scenario for the year 2020 and, therefore, would be consistent with
the ARB'’s Scoping Plan reduction goal of 29-percent reduction from BAU. In addition, the
Resort project would be consistent with the Napa County Climate Action Framework after
incorporation of Mitigation Measures AIR-1, PSU 3a, PSU-3b, PSU-3c, PSU-6b, and TRANS-5a
through TRANS-5c. The FEIR determined that the Resort project would not exceed BAAQMD'’s
threshold of significance after incorporation of mitigation. As such, the Resort project would
result in a less than significant impact after incorporation of mitigation.

The Proposed Project would relocate back of house facilities, cart shed, and guest parking to
the 12.32-acres incorporated into the Resort project site. The Addendum to the Forest
Management Plan indicates that the removal of 219 trees would occur as part of the
relocation. Tree removal would emit 171.8 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents;
however, because 7.9 acres of the 12.32 acre area would remain as forest, this increases the
potential for carbon sequestration. While additional disturbance would be required, it would
not result in substantial grading activities and relocation of the parking lot would result in a
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b)

nominal increase in construction emissions compared to the Resort project as analyzed in the
FEIR and the Resort project would have similar GHG emissions. Consistent with the FEIR, the

Proposed Project would incorporate Mitigation Measures AIR-1, PSU 3a, PSU-3b, PSU-3c, PSU-

6b, and TRANS-5a through TRANS-5c. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain
unchanged.

The FEIR concluded that after implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-1, PSU-3a, PSU-6a,
PSU-6b, and TRANS-5a through TRANS-5c¢, the Resort project would be consistent with the
goals and policies of the Napa Countywide Climate Action Framework and the ARB Scoping
Plan year 2020 statewide goal of 29-percent reduction from the BAU scenario (refer to Table
3.3-13 on page 3.3-52). Therefore, the Resort project would meet the City of Calistoga’s
community-wide emission reduction goal at a Resort project level.

The Proposed Project would relocate back of house facilities, cart shed, and guest parking to
the 12.32 acres incorporated into the Resort project site. The Addendum to the Forest
Management Plan indicates that the removal of 219 trees would occur as part of the
relocation. Tree removal would emit 171.8 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents;
however, because 7.9 acres of the 12.32 acre area would remain as forest, this increases the
potential for carbon sequestration. Consistent with the FEIR, the proposed project would
implement Mitigation Measures AIR-1, PSU-3a, PSU-6a, PSU-6b, and TRANS-5a through
TRANS-5c. With implementation of mitigation, the Proposed Project would not conflict with
any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing
GHG emissions. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

Mitigation Measures

Implement MMs AIR-1, PSU-3a through PSU-3c, PSU-6a, PSU-6b, and TRANS-5a through TRANS-5c.

Conclusion

The conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged when considering the development of the

Proposed Project.
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Conclusion in
the Final EIR

Environmental Issue
Area

VIIl. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

b)

d)

Would the project:

Less than
significant
impact

Create a significant
hazard to the public
or the environment
through the routine
transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous
materials?

Less than

significant
impact

Create a significant
hazard to the public or
the environment
through reasonably
foreseeable upset and
accident conditions
involving the release
of hazardous materials
into the environment?

Emit hazardous
emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials,
substances, or waste
within one-quarter
mile of an existing or
proposed school?

No impact

Less than
significant
impact after
mitigation

Be located on a site
which is included on
a list of hazardous
materials sites
compiled pursuant to
Government Code
Section 65962.5 and,
as a result, would it
create a significant
hazard to the public
or the environment?

For a project located ' No impact
within an airport land

use plan or, where

such a plan has not

been adopted, within

two miles of a public

airport or public use

New

Do the Proposed = Circumstances = New Information

Changes Involve ' Involving New or = Requiring New Mitigation
New or More More Severe Analysis or Measures
Severe Impacts? Impacts? Verification? Adopted
No No No N/A
No No No N/A
No No No N/A
No No No MM HAZ-2a,
HAZ-2b, HAZ-
2¢, and HAZ-
2d
No No No N/A
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f)

h)

Conclusion in
the Final EIR

Environmental Issue
Area

airport, would the
project result in a
safety hazard for
people residing or
working in the
project area?

For a project within
the vicinity of a
private airstrip,
would the project
result in a safety
hazard for people
residing or working in
the project area?

No impact

Less than
significant
impact after
mitigation

Impair
implementation of or
physically interfere
with an adopted
emergency response
plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

Less than
significant
impact after
mitigation

Expose people or
structures to a
significant risk of loss,
injury or death
involving wildland
fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent
to urbanized areas or
where residences are
intermixed with
wildlands?

Discussion

New
Circumstances
Involving New or
More Severe
Impacts?

Do the Proposed
Changes Involve
New or More
Severe Impacts?

No No

No No

No No

New Information
Requiring New
Analysis or
Verification?

Mitigation
Measures
Adopted

No N/A

No MM PSU-1a,
PSU-1b, PSU-
1c, and

TRANS-4

No MM HAZ-4

a—b) The FEIR noted that construction activities may involve the use, transport, and disposal of
hazardous materials. In addition, the Resort project would also result in an increase in

impervious surface coverage, which would create the potential for additional discharge of

urban pollutants into downstream waterways. During operation, small quantities of hazardous

materials would be used on-site, including cleaning solvents (e.g., degreasers, paint thinners,
and aerosol propellants), paints (both latex- and oil-based), acids and bases (such as many
cleaners), disinfectants, and fertilizers. The Resort project would comply with applicable
federal, state, and local statutes and regulations during construction and operation. Therefore,
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c)

d)

the Resort project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment. Impacts would be less than significant.

The Proposed Project consists of the same residential and hotel uses, which are uses that were
previously analyzed in the FEIR and found to be less than significant in context of routine use of
hazardous materials. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

As noted in the FEIR, the closest school to the Resort project site is Calistoga Junior-Senior High
School, located 0.7 mile to the northwest. This condition precludes the possibility of the
proposed project exposing any schools within 0.25 mile of the Resort project site to hazardous
materials or emissions. No impacts would occur.

The Proposed Project acreage would not be within 0.25 mile of a school. As such, no impacts
would occur. As such, the conclusions from the FEIR remain unchanged.

As described in the Phase | ESA prepared for the FEIR, two potential areas of concern were
identified in relation to past or present hazardous materials usage (USTs and hazardous
building materials). To address potential contamination in areas around the USTs, the Phase |
ESA recommended a Soil and Groundwater Management Plan, which was incorporated as
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a. In addition, the FEIR noted the two dilapidated structures near
the SR-29/128 frontage slated for demolition are likely to contain asbestos-containing materials
and lead-based paint requiring the implementation of HAZ-2b. The Phase | ESA also indicated
that there are three groundwater wells and two septic systems associated with the dilapidated
structures. Mitigation Measures HAZ-2c requires the Resort project applicant to either cap or
destroy the groundwater wells in order to prevent groundwater contamination. In addition,
Mitigation Measures HAZ-2d requires the Resort project applicant to remove the septic
systems prior to grading. The FEIR determined that with the implementation of these
mitigation measures, impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant. All of the
structures were subsequently demolished.

According to the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Envirostor and the
State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker, the Proposed Project acreage is not
listed on any hazardous 